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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 1-8 are objected to because of the following informalities: there appear to be 
missing commas e.g. "dyeing process design criteria and algorithm" rather than "dyeing process 
design criteria, and algorithm" (Claim 1: In. 11); "dyeing processes and costs" rather than 
"dyeing processes, and costs" (Claim 3: In. 21); "salt volume algorithm and alkali volume 
algorithm" rather than "salt volume algorithm, and alkali volume algorithm" (Claim 7: In. 9). 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-2 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 4,658,370 issued to Erman et al. (hereafter Erman '370), in view of U.S. Patent No. 
4,629,470 issued to Harper (hereafter Harper '470). 

Claim 1: 

Regarding Claim 1, Erman '370 discloses an expert system (Erman '370: Abstract) 
comprising: 
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- a user interface used for users to input data and display the computing results of the 
expert system (Erman '370: col. 6, Ins. 9-24); 

- a database used to store feature parameters (Erman '370: col. 63, Ins. 41-56); 

- a knowledge library containing parameter groups, process design criteria and algorithm 
(Erman '370: col. 63, Ins. 41-56); and 

- an inference engine containing a query serial and a computing procedure used to bind 
data input by users with the database and the knowledge library for operation (Erman 
'370: col. 63, In. 57 to col. 64, In. 43). 

However, Erman '370 teaches a generic expert system that is applicable to an arbitrary 
knowledge base and does not explicitly disclose applying said expert system to a cotton dyeing 
knowledge base and does not explicitly disclose specific knowledge of cotton fabric reactive 
dyeing processes. 

Harper £ 470 discloses knowledge of cotton fabric reactive dyeing processes. However, 
Harper '470 does not explicitly disclose applying an expert system to a cotton dyeing knowledge 
base (Harper '470: col. 4, Ins. 1-29). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to apply the cotton 
fabric reactive dyeing process knowledge of Harper '470 to the expert system of Erman '370. 
The motivation to accomplish said application is suggested by Erman '370 which discloses that 
expert systems are applicable to "problems that require diagnosis, recommendation, selection, or 
classification" such as the knowledge domain of Harper '470 (Erman '370: col. 1, Ins. 1 1-16), 
and further discloses that such systems have the advantage of achieving "performance matching 
or exceeding the ability of a human expert" (Erman '370: col. 1, Ins. 18-24). 
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Claim 2: 

Regarding Claim 2, Erman '370, Harper '470, and Jackson '99 in combination disclose 
all the limitations of Claim 1 (supra). Further note that the dyeing knowledge of the Erman '370, 
Harper '470, and Jackson '99 combination reads on K/S and absorbency of the reactive dye 
(Harper '470: col. 4, Ins. 1-29). 
Claim 8: 

Regarding Claim 8, Erman '370, Harper '470, and Jackson '99 in combination disclose 
all the limitations of Claim 1 (supra). Further note that the expert system of the Erman '370, 
Harper '470, and Jackson '99 combination reads on a query serial and a computing procedure as 
logical inference approaches; the expert system will compare the parameters in the database with 
the data input and queries requested by the users automatically, and display the results based on 
the computing criteria in the knowledge library on the user interface (Erman '370: col. 63, In. 57 
to col. 64, In. 43). 

4. Claims 3 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Erman 
'370, and Harper '470, in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,002,683 to Behler et al. (hereafter Behler 
'683). 

Claims 3 and 7: 

Regarding Claims 3 and 7, Erman '370 and Harper '470 in combination disclose all the 
limitations of Claim 1 (supra). However, Erman '370 and Harper '470 in combination do not 
explicitly disclose knowledge of dyeing cotton fabrics including compatibility indices, 
recommended salt volume, recommended alkali volume, dyeing processes and costs and do not 
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explicitly disclose knowledge of including the compatibility index algorithm, salt volume 
algorithm, and alkali volume algorithm. 

Behler '683 discloses knowledge of dyeing cotton fabrics including compatibility indices, 
recommended salt volume, recommended alkali volume, dyeing processes and costs and 
discloses knowledge including the compatibility index algorithm, salt volume algorithm, and 
alkali volume algorithm (Behler £ 683: col. 3, In. 38 to col. 4, In. 18; Table 3). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
dyeing process knowledge of Behler '683 to the Erman '370 and Harper '470 combination. 
Since, the knowledge domain of Behler £ 683 involves solving "problems that require diagnosis, 
recommendation, selection, or classification" (Erman '370: col. 1, Ins. 11-16), Claims 3 and 7 
are rejected on the same basis as Claim 1 (supra). 

5. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Erman '370, and 
Harper '470, in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,984,978 issued to Klier et al. (hereafter Klier '978). 
Claim 4: 

Regarding Claim 4, Erman '370 and Harper '470 in combination disclose all the 
limitations of Claim 1 (supra). However, Erman '370 and Harper '470 do not explicitly disclose 
knowledge including first exhaustion, final exhaustion, reactivity, fixation, and Tso(i.e. time of 
half fixation) 

Klier '978 discloses knowledge including first exhaustion, final exhaustion, reactivity, 
fixation, and T 50 (i.e. time of half fixation) (Klier '978: col. 3, In. 61 to col. 4, In. 8; col. 4, 
lns.22-29; col. 5, Ins. 28-34). 
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It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
dyeing process knowledge of Klier £ 978 to the Erman '370 and Harper '470 combination. Since, 
the knowledge domain of Klier £ 978 involves solving "problems that require diagnosis, 
recommendation, selection, or classification" (Erman '370: col. 1, Ins. 1 1-16), Claim 4 is 
rejected on the same basis as Claim 1 (supra). 

6. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Erman '370, and 
Harper '470, in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,167,668 issued to Hahnke et al. (hereafter Hahnke 
'668). 
Claim 5: 

Regarding Claim 5, Erman '370 and Harper '470 in combination disclose all the 
limitations of Claim 1 (supra). However, Erman '370 and Harper '470 do not explicitly disclose 
knowledge including cotton fabrics specification, operation parameters of dyeing machines, 
dyeing liquor ratio and dye recipe. 

Hahnke '668 discloses knowledge including cotton fabrics specification, operation 
parameters of dyeing machines, dyeing liquor ratio and dye recipe (Hahnke '668: col. 6, Ins. 2- 
45; col. 5, Ins. 39-45; col. 1, Ins. 27-41). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
dyeing process knowledge of Hahnke '668 to the Erman '370 and Harper '470 combination. 
Since, the knowledge domain of Hahnke '668 involves solving "problems that require diagnosis, 
recommendation, selection, or classification" (Erman '370: col. 1, Ins. 11-16), Claim 5 is 
rejected on the same basis as Claim 1 (supra). 
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7. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Erman '370, and 
Harper '470, in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,931,065 issued to Baumgarte et al. (hereafter 
Baumgarte '065). 
Claim 6: 

Regarding Claim 6, Erman '370 and Harper '470 in combination disclose all the 
limitations of Claim 1 (supra). However, Erman '370 and Harper '470 do not explicitly disclose 
knowledge including dyeing criteria for 60°C reactive dyes and the dyeing criteria for 80°C 
reactive dyes. 

Baumgarte '065 discloses knowledge including dyeing criteria for 60°C reactive dyes and 
the dyeing criteria for 80°C reactive dyes (Baumgarte '065: col. 1, Ins. 54-65). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
dyeing process knowledge of Baumgarte '065 to the Erman '370 and Harper '470 combination. 
Since, the knowledge domain of Baumgarte '065 involves solving "problems that require 
diagnosis, recommendation, selection, or classification" (Erman '370: col. 1, Ins. 11-16), Claim 
6 is rejected on the same basis as Claim 1 (supra). 

Conclusion 

8 The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

U.S. Patent No. 5,065,338 issued to Phillips et al. "." Reference discloses a step-by-step decision making 
system. Of particular interest is the linkage to external databases. 
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Jackson, Peter, "Introduction to Expert Systems", 1999, 3rd edition, Addison- Wesley (TM). General 
reference on expert systems. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Patrick J Santos whose telephone number is 703-305-0707. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Safet Metjahic can be reached on 703-308-1436. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Patrick J.D. Santos 
March 19, 2004 
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